In the late medieval and early modern period, acute change and expansionist activity can be found in western Europe, while other regions appear to have been more static or perhaps passive. The period was marked in western Europe by certain characteristic features: the Renaissance, with its humanist ideology, a great upsurge in art and a stirring of scientific enquiry; the Age of Discovery, or the Age of Exploration; the Protestant Reformation; and the rise of a new economic system -capitalism. The Russian state was removed from most of those developments. Certainly, some trends from western Europe reached Russia during those times, but Russia as a whole continued to live according to its existing traditions, based in social and economic terms on feudalism, and in spiritual and ideological terms on Russian Orthodoxy, with its characteristic system of values. Those traditions were not entirely rigid, and there were changes at the margin, but such powerful upheavals as occurred in western Europe never took place in Russia.
Generally speaking, the issue of Russian labour ethics remains poorly studied, as generations of Russian scholars from the eighteenth to the beginning of twentieth centuries had no sense of it being an inherently worthwhile subject. In spite of a basic orientation towards social and economic problems, Soviet historiography always concentrated on the study of other questions concerning the history of labour relations, and above all on the class struggle. It is only recently that historians have gradually begun to apply themselves to questions of labour ethics, and no definitive conclusions can therefore yet be drawn.
In view of that, this article will concentrate on the basic theme which has defined Russian labour ethics in medieval and early modern times -its religious aspect. To do so it has been necessary to set out certain basic requirements. First, we must explain the general characteristics of Orthodox attitudes to work and compare those with the attitudes of the Church's Western Christian counterpart. Second, we must identify Russian texts containing thoughts on work ethics and trace through them the path of the influence of religious aspects of labour ethics in medieval and early modern Russia. Chief importance among such texts will be ascribed to the Domostroi -a key source of information on the Russian household. Third, it is necessary to show the role of monastic tradition in the formation of labour ethics. The fourth and final task is to identify the position of work and the worker in wider society.
T H E R U S S I A N O RT H O D O X C O N T E X T
Religion had a very strong influence on human consciousness in medieval and early modern Russia, just as it had in the entire Christian world during the same period. Because people everywhere were indoctrinated with the idea that a Superior Being directed the energy of men on the route towards salvation, 1 a thorough examination of representations of work and labour relations in the period is possible only if we take the religious sphere into consideration.
In Russia [in medieval times: Rus'] the articles of faith and canons of Eastern Christianity were guarded by the Russian Orthodox Church, which was founded at the end of the tenth century. The Church played a significant role in the life of medieval Russian men and women, being seen as a representation of the divine presence. At the same time, there were large differences between the rules as contained in the articles of faith on the one hand and social practices on the other. Still, high-ranking Church officials -bishops and abbots -exerted a strong influence on social life. Those who lived in accordance with Christian ideals were highly revered by ordinary people. They included, first and foremost, hermits, and especially fools for Christ.
They helped to determine perceptions by medieval Russian men and women of the clergy and everything connected with them.
A number of remarks should be made about the specific context of the Russian Orthodox Church. First, in comparison with Catholicism and Protestantism, Orthodoxy was far less closely connected to the economic sphere of life, and never created a political economy as scholars in Catholic Europe did. There, Catholic scholars defined the norms of respectability and labour, and pondered the question of ''fair'' and ''legitimate'' prices, what was a justifiable amount of profit, how trade norms should be regulated, and so on. 3 In medieval Russia, by contrast, it proved hardly possible to create a doctrine of labour comparable with that written by Thomas Aquinas, in which he stated that the main criterion of labour is its public benefit.
During many centuries, Russian theology had ''kept silent'', not only on questions of the ethics of labour but also on many other practical aspects of religious life. The Protestant idea that a man demonstrates his love of God in his professional life, and that only through professional perfection might a man obtain his reward in the next life, so that a man's professional calling is the real expression of the Celestial will, are alien to Orthodoxy. The famous Russian religious philosopher Nicolas Berdyaev is quite adamant in stating that ''[e]conomically productive virtues are by no means characteristic of Russian ethics''. 4 So, labour ethics were expressed in a completely different way from the west European Christian tradition, because of the differences in how labour ethics were conceived of by Orthodoxy and other Christian confessions. The main difference was in the antithetical approach taken to the priority of labour. In Orthodoxy, labour was regarded not in functional terms but in terms of human development; the intention was not to bring about an environmental change, but to bring man closer to God. Furthermore, in Orthodoxy absolute enslavement of any person by labour was widely criticized. 5 Second, a detailed and profound historical exploration of the way the ideas of Eastern Christianity were implemented in Russia in practice is complicated by the lack of primary sources that could tell us more about the daily lives of people in medieval and early modern Russia. As a forest country, Russia steadily lost the majority of its primary sources, which were burnt in the frequent conflagrations that broke out. Apart from that, there are hardly any sources in Russia similar to those in Europe primarily describing working life. In addition, because of the less developed legal role of the Church, there are no documents comparable with the Concordia discordantium canonum [Decretum Gratiani] 6 or the papal decrees that can be so helpful to researchers.
R U S S I A N M O N A S T E R I E S : O R A E T L A B O R A
Like the German sociologist Max Weber, who stated that Protestant labour ethics influenced the economic development of Europe, the wellknown Russian religious philosopher Sergei Bulgakov 7 underlined the importance of religion as a factor determining the value of labour, wealth, and the accumulation of capital. Regarding Christian perspectives on labour, Bulgakov claimed that ''[l]abour is invaluable to man as a means of training the will and fighting wicked inclinations and, finally, as an opportunity to serve one's neighbours''. 8 That definition of labour can be considered common to all Christian confessions, but on the historical role of Christianity, ''which escalated the awareness of the worth of labour'', Bulgakov stressed the great importance of the monasteries as places where economic culture was shaped. What is more, addressing the specific material on Russian history, he demonstrated that in Russian monasteries attitudes to labour were formed as an educational process, the main goal of which was salvation. Furthermore, although the constructive side of labour seemed very important, the everyday economic side of it was believed to be secondary.
In Russia the following verse from Jeremiah is quite well known: ''A curse on him who is lax in doing the Lord's work!'' (Jeremiah, 48.10). The concept of ''the Lord's work'' was understood in a broad sense, as it was possible for all work in general to be pious, including physical labour. Indeed, a specially reverential attitude to labour can be found in early Russian literature, and in his many works St Theodosius (d. 1074), of the Kievan Cave Monastery and as one of its first preachers the father of the Russian clergy, as well as a founder of Russian monastic traditions, stated that Russian monks should work and not be lazy. Although St Theodosius's works [Words] were originally addressed to the monks of the Kievan Cave Monastery, they eventually became a guide for all Russian Orthodox believers for a long time. However, at the same time there was another popular view that saw monks as spongers and idlers. A life story of St Theodosius gives a good example of the layman's attitude to a monk. According to that story, once upon a time a prince asked a man to convey St Theodosius to the monastery; the man had no idea who St Theodosius was. On the way to the monastery, the man said: ''Listen! You are a monk, you never work, while I am too exhausted to drive a horse. So, let us do it this way: I will have a nap in the cart and you will drive the horse.'' 12 That attitude might have been caused by a lack of understanding of what monks actually did, because their real work and activity was hidden from laymen. The story is revealing, for it reflects the negligible participation of Russian monks in everyday labour relations.
In comparison with the situation in Europe where, according to a quite popular view among many historians, from the twelfth century onward a new ideal of labour ethics was formulated after changes in social structure, 13 old beliefs were preserved in medieval Russia for a long time. For example, Jacques Le Goff noted that side by side with economic growth in western Europe the relationship to trade was reconsidered, and the two-way influence changed in both the secular and religious fields. Thus, to lay blame on a merchant, a preacher or theologian would have been required to prove that the merchant was operating maliciously. Under the influence of those changes in social structure, the relationship with time changed, as expressed in the arrival of the public clock mounted in a tower. A reliable clock mechanism had been invented by the end of the thirteenth century, but it had begun to replace the church bell only from the mid-fourteenth century. Thenceforward, human life was no longer measured by the times for prayer as if completely belonging to God, but by the natural hours reflected by a mechanism devised by human hands.
14 Neither man's relationship to trade nor his relationship to time changed in Russia. Although the first clock tower in Russia appeared a little later, at the beginning of the fifteenth century, time was determined as before, by liturgical tradition. That can be explained on the one hand by the economic conditions peculiar to Russia, and on the other by the unified traditions of the monasteries, which continued to live by the monastic rules of Theodor Studit throughout the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.
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The fact that the Church was not very actively involved in economic life might also explain why the traditional ethics of medieval Russia survived for so long, and we should not forget that Russia underwent a general economic decline after the Mongol invasion. 16 However, the most important reason is still principally the different view taken by the Russian Orthodox Church in relation to labour. St Joseph of Volotsk (d. 1515) explained the necessity for a monk's labour in the same way as St Theodosius had. In the monastic rules of St Joseph's monastery he required the monks to work constantly, praying at the same time: ''a monk can never be idle''. St Joseph believed that labour, as a ''common deed'', was an essential of faith, realized in generous actions, and was a prayer materialized. Moreover, the principle of mandatory labour, proclaimed in all Russian friaries, influenced the layman's attitude to labour, and the monastic way of life contributed nothing to the growth of capitalism nor to any other economic system. The head of the Russian Orthodox Church, Metropolitan Daniel (d. 1547), taught his parish in accordance with classical Orthodox views on labour. In one of his sermons he stated: [This] does not mean that Christians should not work, plough, buy and sell, manage slaves, and build homes. We can do all this, but we must not grow too attached to anything or worry too much about anything, putting our hope in God, who alone can bless our labour with success and help us against all enemies. While tilling the soil we must reflect and also look after spiritual fruit; in buying and selling we must be guided by truth and honesty; [y] we must build homes and property in order to help the poor.
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In connection with the facts considered above it is interesting to observe also the history of monastic colonization. The second half of the fourteenth century was the time when a very important process known as ''the monastic colonization of the north'' began in Russia. Monks went to sparsely populated and isolated areas in the north and north-east of Russia and founded monasteries there. The process continued throughout the fifteenth, sixteenth, and seventeenth centuries. In fact, in seventeenthcentury Russia, the hermit's life was a widespread practice among monks, and more and more small monasteries [pustyn'] and hermitages [skit] appeared as monastery subsidiaries that had stricter rules and regulations governing the everyday life of the monks.
18 Such small monasteries, led by hermits, produced no commercial goods and never undertook the task of creating large-scale enterprises or estates. Instead they relied for their existence on charitable donations. Certainly, the monks in pustyns and skits worked constantly, providing themselves with the bare necessities, but the idea of work -its educational purpose -remained unchanged.
It is also necessary to consider that in the conditions of the severe Russian climate, the country's huge wooded areas and the scarcity of natural resources, the constant arduous toil of the monks yielded an insignificant return. For them it was a question of survival, not of life in abundance. All of that strongly supports the idea of a minor role for the monasteries in the economic life of Old Russia. In each of the places where monasteries were found, there was also a colony of peasant households surrounding the monasteries. The Russian nineteenth-century historian, Vasilii Klyuchevsky, who studied the mechanism of the colonization process, concluded that ''sometimes monks were followed by peasants and sometimes it was the other way around, but the connection between one and the other is clear''. Furthermore, ''a desert monastery served both the religious and economic needs of migrants, and along with it they used their labour and increased the number of brothers with them''. 19 However, scholars today view the question of the influence of monastic colonization on the opening up of new lands in the north in a different way. They emphasize that monastic colonization contributed to the opening up of the northern lands, but culturally and politically rather than economically. For instance, at the turn of the fifteenth century Russian princes distinctively admired the eparchy [church diocese] of Perm, a region to the north-west of the Ural mountains. From the late fourteenth century, when the eparchy was founded there, the bishops of Perm had unconditionally supported the princes in Moscow and helped them in civilizing the north-eastern regions of Russia. It is suggested that in the fifteenth century the Perm eparchy existed as a semi-independent state, and that its bishops were vassals of the Moscow prince.
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The monastery of St Trifon of the Pechenga, founded in 1520-1530 at a latitude of 70 degrees North, was the most northerly Orthodox monastery and is a brilliant illustration of the fact that monastic colonization had only a secondary economic function. The monastery was traditionally regarded as very significant and influential in its northern situation. Its founder, St Trifon, had been an active merchant, who made connections with Russian traders, local inhabitants, and Scandinavian merchants. His trading activity seemed not to be an end in itself, but rather a tool for collecting money for the foundation of the future monastery, and, what is more, the involvement in trade of the local inhabitants contributed to the dissemination of Christianity among them too. The historian V.L. Derzhavin has emphasized that, although monastic colonization developed simultaneously with industrial colonization, the second obviously prevailed, for it provided a material basis for St Trifon's monastery, and the fact that this economic activity preceded the foundation of the Pechenga monastery is itself proof of that argument. 21 Nevertheless, the laws of economic life during an era of feudalism and the general religiosity of society meant that, as spiritual corporations, monasteries received all kinds of donations and contributions, and possessions of land were the pivotal form of them. The growth of monastic land tenure contributed to strengthening the economic role of monasteries in public life, not only in territorial colonization but also in the organization of manufacturing. One such aspect of the economic activity of monasteries which began to develop was that of affording credit to peasants, while I.K. Smolich underlines the fact that, due to the constant growth of monastic possessions and the development of a monastic economy, Russian monasteries frequently handled many different products, in quantities surpassing the monastery's own requirements, and that forced them to become involved in trade. studies have noted that some of the major monasteries and episcopal cathedrals became economically prosperous during the fifteenth century. A monastic economy differed much more in terms of stability compared with a secular economy; it was more involved in commodity-money relations, with considerable sums of money being accumulated in monasteries. 23 The largest monasteries of the time played a notable role in social organization, were strong economic organisms, and made a significant impact on the economic life of their neighbourhoods. One particular example was the Solovetsky monastery, founded in 1429, which extended its production and commercial activity until it became an economic and political centre of the White Sea region. The Solovetsky monastery's business activities included salt works (in the 1660s it owned fifty-four of them), seafood production, trapping, fishery, mica works, ironworks, and pearl works, which made many people dependent on the monastery. An outstanding role in the development of such a powerful centre, created in the extremely difficult conditions of the north of the country, was played by the famous saint, Abbot Philip Kolychev (1507-1569), a future Russian metropolitan who dared to oppose openly Ivan the Terrible's authority and was murdered. 24 Nevertheless monasteries such as that at Solovetsky were exceptions, for, as noted above, Russian monasteries generally existed in adverse conditions, and the majority of them merely managed to survive. The back-breaking work performed by the monks and others provided a small surplus sufficient for them to live on but insufficient to allow much growth. In such conditions, economic mechanisms were insufficient to allow capitalism to emerge.
R U S S I A N S O C I A L O R D E R : S O C I A L LY U S E F U L L A B O U R B Y E V E RY O N E
In his book on medieval Moscow monasteries L.A. Beliaev, a historian and archaeologist, concludes, justifiably, that most modern ideals of Russian culture can be traced back to the monastic perception of the world, and those ideals include that of constant labour, especially that which is socially useful. 25 Monastic influence on these traditions could be found in early medieval times.
Another interesting and remarkable fact is that the Russian Orthodox call for labour, addressed to monks in the eleventh century, became 23 . N.V. Sinicyna, ''Russkoe monashestvo i monastyri. X-XVII vv. ' popular among the nobility too. Grand Duke Vladimir Monomakh (d. 1125) left a curious set of instructions to his sons, dated 1117, in which he gave them a great deal of practical advice, reinforced with examples from his own experience. In his well-known Pouchenie [Lecture] a precept to work is already mentioned in the introduction and anticipates all other admonitions of the Grand Duke: ''My children, or anyone else reading this document, do not laugh, and those of my children who find it pleasing, l et them take it to heart and not be lazy, but work. '' 26 This claim formed a vector of the attitude to labour of later nobles: in medieval Russian society it was unnatural for the nobility to do hard physical work, but it was possible in difficult circumstances. For example, a remarkable governor of the medieval period, Ivan III, creator of the unified Russian state, participated personally in extinguishing fires in Moscow. The historian Nikolaj Borisov carefully collected such cases: sometimes in extinguishing the fires the great prince was assisted by other nobles [deti boyarskie], and once even by his son.
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In the mid-sixteenth century the Velikie Minei Chetii [The Great Menaion Reader] was compiled. This fundamental book is a collection of biblical books with interpretations of exordiums, originals or translations of hagiographies of Russian saints, and works by the Church fathers and Russian ecclesiastical writers. It was put together in the 1530s to 1540s under the supervision of Metropolitan Macarius, the head of the Russian Orthodox Church. Macarius decided to compile The Great Menaion Reader in order to centralize the cult of the Russian saints and to consolidate Church ideology.
For 8 May it includes the Slovo [Story] from the Lives of the Holy Fathers to show how beneficial it is to work. The Slovo relates a parable in which an old man declares: ''If we strive to work and we do not become lazy, we will be saved.'' He then tells the story of a rich landowner who wanted to teach his sons to work. The landowner said that there is a certain day in the year and those who are found to be working on that day will become rich. ''But in my old age I have forgotten which day it is exactly'', he said. ''Therefore do not be lazy on any day. Work so that you are not caught idle on this blessed day, otherwise you will work in vain the whole year.'' The old man then concluded with these words: ''And so it is with us -if we will work we will always find the path to salvation. '' 28 Although The Great Menaion Reader addressed a limited number of readers, its compilation amounted to the design of a special programme and a guide for the Russian Orthodox Church, proclaiming concrete ideas. Obviously, labour was one ideal, and that was addressed to the whole of society, from peasants to clergy and the nobility. It is interesting that 26 on 8 May the Russian Orthodox Church celebrates the life of St Arsenij Pecherskij, who lived in the fourteenth century and was very diligent in his work. Indeed, the nickname ''Hard-Working'' was appended to his name. I believe that the inclusion of Slovo on 8 May could be connected with the feast day of St Arsenij Pecherskij the Hard-Working. The practice of combining such events was at least usual in medieval and early modern society.
A formidable presage of the destruction of the world was the most important cultural phenomenon characterizing the era of the Russian autumn of the Middle Ages. Alarming tensions in everyday life in the fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries turned into a constant feeling of doom as the year 7000 of the Byzantine calendar approached (it equates to AD 1492 in the Western calendar). However, it was not believed that all life would cease to exist on the eve of the Last Judgement because the Orthodox eschatology had exalted and enlightened features. Nevertheless, a confident faith that the final days of human existence were at hand was shared by the majority of people living then, and was what mainly determined their attitudes and actions. Thus, the Church calendar showing the dates of Easter [paschalija], which was usually worked out in advance, was constructed only for the years prior to 1492. Even after the Day of Doom failed to materialize, people still thought it would. According to widespread representations at that time, expectations were transferred to other septenary dates: the years 7070 (AD 1562) or 7077 (AD 1569). It is interesting to note that at the end of the fifteenth century new paschalija were calculated for a period of only seventy years.
29
Under those circumstances the Church did not encourage its spiritual sons to leave their labour and concentrate only on repentance and ascetic life; on the contrary, the Church insisted that constant labour was necessary and extremely important. For instance, in the first half of the sixteenth century Dositheus Toporkov, the author of Volokolamsk: Lives of the Holy Fathers, stated that in contemporary times, before the end of the world should come, it was more than important than ever ''to be obedient, to work, to pray and keep the fast to the best of our ability, and also to be humble, considering oneself beneath all others because this is the principal virtue''.
30
The Russian Church not only urged its flock to work, it also protected the interests of those who did. In relation to that, it is worth mentioning the famous apocryphal story The Wanderings of Our Lady through Hell, about which Ivan Karamazov speaks in Dostoevsky's novel, The Brothers Karamazov. This apocryphal story, which was of Greek origin, had been known in Russia since the twelfth century and was one of the most popular tales in Russian literature. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the story was rewritten and recast several times by the Old Believers. 31 In the story, the archangel Michael accompanies the Virgin on her walk through hell and shows her the torments of the sinners. Among the sinners shipped in along the fiery river, there are those whoas the archangel says -''reaped another's fields and picked another's fruit, those who eat at the expense of another's work''. 32 In addition, in his writings Metropolitan Daniel emphasized that servants must be managed with humility and gentleness, they must be forgiven as one would forgive one's own children, but those who misbehave ought to be kept in fear, although in his heart their master must secretly forgive them.
T H E R U S S I A N H O U S E H O L D : T H E D O M O S T R O I
The Domostroi 33 is one of the most important primary sources, containing a large quantity of useful information about work ethics in late medieval and early modern Russia. 34 Even in the mid-nineteenth century the Domostroi was still in force, being widespread among peasants, who tended to follow its rules because they felt them to be true examples of Orthodoxy and pure wisdom.
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It is hard to determine the exact date on which the Domostroi was created, although historians believe the material was written at some time between 1475 and 1560. Nowadays, the most widely held point of view states that the Domostroi was written in the mid-sixteenth century, but no later than the 1550s. 36 The text is preserved in two versions, 37 which we have forty-four copies and of the other forty-five, the majority of them made in the seventeenth century. Although the question of the origins of the Domostroi has not been completely resolved, we have some clear evidence about them. 38 First, the sources that inspired the authors of the Domostroi include the collections of moralizing texts, written on the basis of the teachings [pouchenie] of a number of clerics: Izmaragd, Zlatoust [teachings of John Chrysostom], Zolotaya Tsep 0 , and other moralizing doctrines which appeared in Russia at some time later than the eleventh century.
In the mid-seventeenth century 67 per cent of the Domostroi manuscripts signed by their owners belonged to office employees, 22 per cent to clergy, and 11 per cent to private citizens, including artisans and merchants. 39 Archpriest G.V. Florovskij (1893 Florovskij ( -1979 , a Russian religious philosopher and historian, states that the Domostroi ''hardly depicts everyday life, a realistic picture [y] . This book is didactic, not descriptive. It outlines a theoretical ideal; it does not portray everyday reality.'' 40 That argument implies that we should compare the Domostroi with traditional Russian Orthodox didactic literature.
The historian L.P. Najdenova stresses that the main feature of the Domostroi is its desire to Christianize all spheres of the daily life of medieval Russians. She considers the Domostroi a peak in religious understanding of the world, after which the influence of the religious perspective and world view declined, something reflected too in the secularization of Russian culture which had started in the seventeenth century. So it cannot be a mere coincidence that most copies of the Domostroi originated in the seventeenth century, when strong religious traditions co-existed with cultural secularization. The real author of the Domostroi is unknown, but the most widespread version was edited by Archpriest Sylvester, who lived during the reign of Ivan the Terrible, and was well known as Ivan's tutor. More specifically, Sylvester created the final edition of it as a great literary monument and historical source. The Domostroi is the product of secular literature and is addressed to life in the secular world, but it is based on a religious system of values. 41 The idea of a truly ethical working life is central to the Domostroi.
According to the Domostroi, any rich burgher owed his status not to his noble birth, but rather to his labour and personal initiative. All work should be done ''with prayer and with kind conversation or in silence'', and ''without procrastination''. If ''during any labour there sounds a word that is idle, indecent, or blasphemous, or said with a grumble or snicker, or there is nasty and wanton talk, God's grace will shrink from such labour, angels will depart in grief, and wicked demons will rejoice''. 42 The Domostroi emphasizes that one of the major duties of an owner was not to withhold payment to the worker. The Domostroi dictates remarkable rules regarding work clothes: ''And a word to all servants: always work in old clothes, but in a clean everyday dress when before the master or in public and in your best dress on holidays and among gentlefolk, or if going out with the master or mistress''. 43 There is a separate article about female work in the Domostroi which is almost exclusively to do with housekeeping, the main argument of the article being that the mistress of the house should never be without work to do. She should always be able to give orders to the servants and she herself should always be busy. Illness was the only valid reason to stop working. The image described in the Domostroi of a hard-working wife who is religious, not talkative, cares for the poor, and is entirely devoted to her husband might have originated in The Book of Proverbs. 44 The Domostroi contains explicit advice for masters, but none for wage workers. It is a guide for people ''free by God'', so it is a collection of the rules that are addressed to a sufficiently prosperous family who live in the city. 45 Problems of how to hire workers, how to produce goods one could sell, or how to regulate the commercial affairs of household life were not discussed in its pages. The Domostroi did not instruct its readers in how to sell, but it did advise them how to buy. According to the text, a husband was responsible for the wholesale stocking of the products from his fields, meadows, fruit and vegetable gardens, for beekeeping, fisheries, and his seasonal bargainings with Russian and foreign merchants, and for purchasing such goods as spices, lemons, grapes, melons, and watermelons; the book touched too on the storage of all such products.
The main goal of the Domostroi was to create an ideal internal household environment within the family. An ideal family's house was compared to heaven, quite a common feature of medieval consciousness and literature. For example, the Russian academic Dmitrii Likhatchyov has noted that:
[y] this ideal acts as a regulator of real life, and if it is put into practice at home, if it becomes a part of all the details of daily life, of behaviour within the family and home, and if there is in everything the moderation it demands -then the ideal almost becomes reality. 46 It is interesting that in the Domostroi a clear distinction was made between the words ''labour'' and ''work''. ''Work'' is defined as forced hard labour, while ''labour'' means godly virtuous activity for the welfare of a man and his intimates, such as his family, rather than people in general. For example, the word ''labour'' is used when the author of the Domostroi refers to children: ''Do not forget the labour of your father and mother, who cared for and worried about you. Give them a peaceful old age and look after them, as they looked after you.'' 47 As we can see, the term ''labour'' closely approximates to the definition of ''pious labour''. According to the Domostroi, labour is the greatest virtue, both physical and moral. The term ''pious labour'' is very significant in the document. Apart from the common idea that ''nobody will be recompensed without labour'', ''pious labour'' underlines honest service to the state, care for a wife and family, and a servant's care about the master's interest. The raising of children is also referred to as ''pious labour''.
According to the Domostroi, labour is not a goal in itself. It is a tool to stand as prayer and to serve God on earth. Everyone's duty is to pray to God at home and in the church, and to serve God by building his life and household according to divine rules. The Domostroi is not an actual normative document, because it establishes no juridical norms, only moral ones, basing them on practicalities, seeking to show that by living correctly a man lives virtuously and profitably. 48 In connection with that, Najdenova draws attention to the fact that Archpriest Sylvester, in a letter to his son Anfim, not only instructs him in how to live but also gives him advice on how to become a successful businessman. The secret is to be honest and benevolent with business partners.
In the Orthodox tradition, God gives wealth to people for temporary usage and places additional obligations of charity and goodness on its guardians. It is worth noting that from the Orthodox point of view, material wealth is not harmful in itself, for poverty cannot elevate one's soul. Wealth and poverty are quite neutral. However, a strong desire for wealth, a cult of it, is private and social poison. In the Domostroi the same attitude is presented with regard to labour, which it is said can bring no wealth, but only ''possessions'' [imenie], and ''wealth'' is depicted as a temptation. As a result, the book confirms the principle of temperance as a basis of ascetics -salvation can be reached not only through an ascetic life but also in a righteous, tempered life in a secular world.
To conclude our discourse about the Domostroi, it is necessary to emphasize that it is impossible to answer definitively the question of whether the Domostroi adds something new or whether it is a collation of everything previously thought about labour in Russian Orthodoxy. Unfortunately, no historical sources similar to the Domostroi and which might have illuminated labour ethics in great detail have survived from earlier periods. However, one thing is absolutely clear. Even if the Domostroi contained some private innovations, on the whole, in its major ideological component, it remained firmly rooted in earlier traditions. Furthermore, it is just as clear that the ideas of the clergy about the ethics of work spread to the nobility and then to the average sixteenth-and seventeenth-century household, such as those addressed in the Domostroi. During those years Russian culture continued to retain its most powerful religious component.
C O N C L U S I O N
The religious aspect of labour ethics in medieval and early modern Russia, defined at first exclusively by the clergy and above all by monks, was based on traditional Orthodox representations, which in turn stated that the main purpose of work was to attain salvation. In the monasteries of Russia attitudes to labour were formed as an educational process. Further, work should certainly have some creative value, although the economic aspect of work was clearly thought of as secondary. Owing to such views, and because of the natural conditions and climate of the country, the monastic way of life did not contribute to the growth of capitalism, nor to other economic systems. Russia's economic base was in any case weak. There is one further important remark to be made: Russia's social order decreed that everybody must work, although not necessarily physically, and that work should be socially useful.
